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The YagosUv S«rbo-C rcMtiaa - EagUjb Coatrastive Project l« aa inter- 
nfttloiud Ytntun involving tlie cooperation of Yugoslav and American 
•cholar*. (t* primary aim U to facilitate the teaching of EngUsh as the 
•econd language to speakers of 5erbo* Croat Ian. The resutt^ fhoald also 
have relevance for the teaching of 5erba*Croatlan to English speakers. 
li Is further hoped that these results will afford new msight into the lln* 
guistic structures of the two languages and will constitute a contribution 
to contrastlve linguistics. 

The Project is directed by Rudolf Flllpovi<Sj Professor of English and 
Director of th^. Institute of Linguistics of the Faculty of Philosophy' 
University of Z^^^reb* Yugoslavia, and coordinated by the Ct^nter foi- 
AppUed Linguistics. Washington. 0. Cw 1.5. A., represented by William 
Nemst^r^ Director of the Center's Foreign Language Program. 

The Project is supported jointly by the governments of Yugoslavia and the 
United States, and by the Ford Foundation. 

The results of the Project research are presented In three series: 
A. Reports: B. Studies; C. Pedagogic^al Materials. 
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Vladimir Lvir (Zagreb) 

CONTRASTING VIA TRANSLATlONf FORMAL CORRESPONDENCE 
VS. TRANSLATION EQUIVALENCE 

0. ComrastLng momni bringing two language lyitemi tog^ther^ setting 
thtm agmlnut emch other and. hopefully, drmwlng lUumlABtinf concluiioiu 
^ibout their nature, mode of functioning and um. Tranilatioo, idemUy, niemn« 
bringing two texta into ^ relation of equivalence, lo that the text In the target 
language carries an amoimt of information identical to that carried by the 
text in the louroe language. 

The important point to note in those two definition! is that in the case of 
contraiUng we are dealing with Isogue and in the oa» of traaalatlon with 
garole> Thii is the dlitlnctioo that should alwaya be present in the mindi 
of thoae who chooie to baie their oontraitive analyiii on a corpua of material 
from one language and iti translation In another. 

0.1* There are aeverai wayi in which the contraitive analyaii of two Ian* 
guages can be made in practice. On* approach would con«tst in Uklng the gram^ 
matical descripUoos of ^s two language! and contrastini] them chapter by 
chapter, paragraph by paragraph, noting atmilaritic^ and di!!imilaritle!. 
this procedure sound! very appealing and ia certainly the moat satieiying 
prosrided aeveral preconditions are fulfilled; iirst* tt preaupposee the exiat- 
ence of the two deecrlption! in written or any other f orm -avuJLlablc to the 
analyst* second, these two deicriptloni woful^ necessarily have to be baied 
on the same model of language; and third, they would have to be equally ex* 
haustisre. One sees that the requirements for the practical implementation 
of ;hts procedure are indeed formidable * so formidable, ir. fact, that 
ha- /.evor >et bce*i fully met, nor are there &ny reaZ chances their being 
o^t in .iji^ near future^ ^ 

y ^^■cogni^in^ their Inability to satisfy such e^actu1g requirements, 

' *j its hHve settled for what they regard as the S"Cond best metiiod - 
. . ^<>:; ing on their intuition supported by a larger or smaller body of 
> " in *he form of ubles and paradigms from existing grammar^ 
^ ^.k K in Ute form of tr^nr/ated sentences designed to illustrate certain 
'atemems* It is notoworu. Uut the analyst' sJntultion and his examples 
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trfl viry imim^tily cooatcttd with truiflUtioiL The nixt logical step hfta 
bttn to ftlm ftt nMtbodologlcml rigcixr md exhftuativeneaa by eliminating in-* 
tuition (with it! cbmncfl reaulti) ftnd by working exclusively on ft Urge corpus 
of noAterUl In tho origin^ Uii|tt«fe. Its tranaUtioo into the UngUAge with 
which a ifl cootrmated. mnd its '*bftck^tr«nftUtio<i^ Into thi original. ^ This 
meani that tranalatlofi hafl not only baen brought dlr«cUy into contraatlva 
analyaia but that it haa alio baen made Into one of ita corneratonea. It ia 
preciaaly for thia reaaon that a vary raal naed ia felt for a critical exami-* 
nation of the value of the lingulatic material obulntd by traneUUon for tfaa 
purpoaai of contraative analyaia. 

1 . We have already noted that tranalatlon deala with the phyaical realization 

of language, with parole , while what we contraat in cootraaUve tnalyaia ara 

language iyatema in abatract, i. e, langua , It la tharefora our Job aa analyata, 

whin uilng tranalated material! for contraitlva analyiia* to abatract the 

lyitem frotc text ^ caae, we axa in a poaitlon not unlike that of 

the grammarian trying to extract ft valid deacrlptlon of a languaga from a 

large corpua of recorded Ungulatlc material (hoping that hia deacriptlve 

■tatement will alio ttave certain generative propertlea). And we fkca the 

■ame limitation'^ that he facei. No matter how big our corpui* we can never 

ht aure that we have covered all relevant aapecta, that we have not miaaed 

certain vital ftni very reveftUjng pointa. Bm we aUo abare with him the aame 

advanta^est the ecope that we cover in thia manner can be very broad.and 

our conclusions are carefully do^ijjpented with objoctlve and reliable U^ngutstic 

evidence: nor should one minimize the advantages In speed and accuracy that 

3 

the possible mechanical processing of linguistic data offers In such a case* 

L 1 . Without at all questioning the feasibility of a projec* of conteastlve 
analysis ba^cd on translated materlah let us now examine how ^nd to what 
extent translatir^n can serve a starting point in contrasting tuo languages. 
But before we do this* an observation of a pur<>ly theoretical nature shouki 
be made: the very Idea of contrastive analysis preskjpposoa the e^ist'rnce of 
language unlvereaU of some kind {or at least of Borne ^ .ements common 
to the two languages under Inv^^stigt'itlon). '^"hls holus good equally well >n 
contrasting proceeds via translation. The analyst Isolates certain elements 
of structure In one language (such as tenses, plural markers, possesslves^ 
demonstratives, word order* etc, > and observes what elements of atructure 
correapond to them in the other under conditiona of eenaamic equivalence. 



An imporUnt dUference between trftiuUtloo mikd coiitriitive analyili ii th«t 
the former ftimi ftt eiubliihlnf ter-Antic equlvaUncei between the two teJtti 
(without neceiiirlly relyiDg on coniiitent Ciji it^ipondence^ between the 
element! of itructure involved) and the Utter limi ftt eiUbUihlng formal-* 
-aemantlc correipondencev between the two lyatemi (utilizing only ;hoie 
products of tr^iinilation work which dlipUy cleir tnd coniiitent formal fei-* 
turei of correipondence)* 

Although what hii been said here miy leem rathir fir removed from any 
practical conilderatloni. it li nevertheleii very relevant for ictual con* 
triatlve work beciuie It bolli down to the biilc qjueftloii of the unlii of con* 
triitlve analyiii and the unite of trinilation. It can be laid that the unite of 
(^yntictlc^ ^ofitriitlve analyili are the unite of grammaticel deecriptlon In 
terme of which the two languagee are preeented. The unite of tranelatlon 
are the elemente of eemantic content which can eomehow be extracted from 
the linguistic material of the text In the eource language and expreeeed in 
the target language uelng the linguletlc tool* of language. (The impUca^ 
tion here ii that content cen be leperited from form. ) 

Wh(^n one attempti to leolate the formal cerriere ^f these clement^ of le-* 
mentlc content, onecomee out with morphemeii worde* groupBi clauses* 
and sentences.^ To these one should perhaps also add the paragraph and the 
whole work* which are sometimes regarded as the approoriate translation 
units. 

1 . 2* Contrastlve snalyais would proceed most easily with translation «quiva** 
lences if sll translation was rankH^ound at word or ev^n morpheme rank. 
However, since normal tranalation * and that is the kind used in corpus-^bssed 
contrastlve analysts - iA usually not rank-abound (especisUy not at morpheme 
or word rank), but Is rather chsracterized by frequent rank shifting and 
changes of the ranks at which trsnalatlon equivalences sre found, the analyst 
faces considerable difficulties In trying to decide upon the elements of formal 
correspondence thst can be usehilly contrssted. The situation ie further com-* 
plicated by the fact, noted by XDsrbelnet^, that paraphrase (Including ad*> 
dttions, deletions' restatements, etcj la often Involved, and that it Is m 
the sr^^s between hteralness and paraphrase that some of the best translations 
a^^e to be found. 

1 . 3, The qiusation that thla psper poses, and attempts to answer, ts the 
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following: How much of tht trinftlatecl material produced by normal (un* 
rostrut^d) tranilatlon c&n thf^ contriitive analyst use? The question can 
be askk^ <)lfferently: Hovr d^v he know which products of tr^inslatlon to 
eliminate a« unsuitable for cO(it*astlvc analysis? Or finally; How does he 
find form.il corrotipondencee between an original text and its translation? 
We shail assume that he works with a corpus and its translation and that 
he already has the units of the languag<? of the original for which formal 
correspondences are now souhgt - the semantic equivalence having already 
bcn^n establishf^d - In the lan^age of the translation* A formal correspondent 
has been di^flnded by Catf4>rd ss '^any TL category (unit., ^U^i^, stiructuro. 
ek-ment of structure, etc. ) which can be said to occup/, 51s nearly ae pos- 
^iblej the 'same' place In the 'cconoj^y of the TL as th*? given SL cute** 
r,ry '^occptes in tha SV\ ^ 

It Important 10 realise 'jhat there are, in every te^tt, a nuT^iber of 
polTifj -It jvhlch formal grarumutical correspondencn^ can be established* 

There ean be no doubt that iht.^ t^i^rsoriaHty and the e<iutlibrl\im 
0' Ir Uvldual are yr^v^ly thr^-'-jtteroc hy tectmologlcal civili- 
sation, 

Nema nikakv^ sumnje da je U£nost i raviioteSa pojedinca ozbilj- 

no tigro:icna tehrtidkom eivUlzaciJom* 
Thi' corresponces represented here, excluding, those lexical ones, include 
the following: E present ^**^3e - SC present, E negation - SC negation^ E 
of-coiistnictlori - SC genitive, E nouns - SC nouns, E singular noun - SC 
singular noun, E adverb • SC advi^rb, E passive - SC passive, E attributive 
^ djective - SC attributive adjective, E by-agent ^ sc instrumental agent, 
E that-clause * S V da-clause^ E number concord - SC absence of number 
coneorU^ etc. As seen here, the correspondences are numerous snd mostly 
in the same category^ Yet, not all potential points of correspondeni^e are 
utilized: the articlen ot the source sentence, Tor Instance, seem to have no 
identiiiable correspc^niients in the target sentence^ A contractive analyst, 
no matter what his immediste Interest (except the article}, would find this 
translation usable In his work^ 

But the source sentence could have a somewhat different target language 
rendering: 

Nema nikakve sumnje da tehni^ka civUizacIja o^blljno ugroiava 
ll£nost i ravnotulu pojedinca. 
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Thli tim« the corr«ipond«nce £ pft^sive SC ftcuv? iS esUtiistiedf svhich 
ii not without lotereit for the eiulyit contrasting tt)e voice in English and 
Serbo-'CrOfttUjL At the iftoie time, lome other c^rr^ipondenccs are cnanged; 
£ lubject - SC lubject Into £ lubject - SC object, £ by^agent - SC mstrumen- 
Ul agent Into £ by-agent - SC lubject. 

Other poflfllble veraiona of the target lentence could be the follow. ing: 

Nema nikakve aumnje da liSnoatl i ravnoteii pojedinca ozbiljno 
prijeti tehnieka civUlzaciJa. 

Nema niraalo aumnje da au Uj^noitt i ravnoteia pojedinca ozbiljno 

ugro^ene od itrane tehnij^ke clviUzaciJe. 
With each version, some of the correapondencei are changed, even though 
the tranilation remains fairly literal (i*^* Mrord'for-wor<}). Changes become 
more drastic when the translation is free: 

Sasvim Je slgurno da tehnlSka clvllizaclja predstavlja ozbUJnu 

opasnost za llj^noet 1 ravnoteiu pojedinca. 

Tehnlj^ka civUlxaclja nesunuijivo znaj^i ozbUjnu prijetnju za 

lUnost i ravnoteiu pojedinca. 

Nesumnjlvo Je da tehnij^ka civlll^aclja zna^l ozblljnu prtjetnju 

lienosU i ravnoteii pojedinca. 
But even st this stage, some correspomiences are preserved, and the trans- 
lation can still be used for certain aspects of contrastive analydiSf e. g. £ 
present tense SC present, £ adverb - SC adjective, E attributive adjective 
- SC attributive adiective, £ that-^clause SC da^clause, £ singular noun - 
SC singular noum etc. However, for other areas of contrastKe work, no 
usable correspoiy3ences can be fotind In the more free versions of this trans- 
lation: thus, for instance, the analyst contrasting the negatloti, introductory 
the re^ the paialve voice, agential expressions, or number concord In £ngllsh 
with their Serbo-Croatian counterparts wUl be unable to e the Isst three 
renderings of the source sentence. 

2.1. What all this points to is the fact th;;t different translations of the 
iKtr t source text (all seemingly equally good equivalents) vary in the number 
a^ij type of formal correspondences the> enable one to establish and, con-* 
se^^iUeutiy. In the kind of contrmstlve statement that can made on tho basis 
of tltet* ' fft can slso be mentioned. In paailng, that this fact would make 
M bAi«C'*ranslatlon mathod utrworkable: first, one would not know which of 
. f fttjveral possible translatlcns to "back- ^anslate", and secondly, each of 



theae versions would produce aeveral renderlngft* thus making the picture 
rather meiiy. ) 

3« It ftppearft neceftftftry. at thla point, to ftxpAnd'Catford'6 dftfinitlon of for- 
mal correftpondenco taee above) for purpoaoa of contrastiv« analyaia. Obvi- 
oualy> form4l correapondcnce defined in terma of categoriea occupying 
identical poaitlons performing identical functions) In any two lan|oages 
ia both too rigid (such categories probably cannot be set up) and two narrow 
(It /QuId prevent one from eatabUahlng ma^y of the x;ontraata that the learner 
regularly eatabllahea between his mother tonfue and the foreign language). 
However, rather than rejecting the concept, one can modify it to include all 
thoae Isolable elements (units, classes, structurea* elements of structure,, 
etc. } which can be said to occupy^ as nearly aa possible^ the 'same' places 
In Uie'economiea' of the target text and the source text. Getting down to the 
"text*\ rather than language* enables one to establish correapondances at 
aU thOKfc pclnta at which there are, in tho two languages* isotable formal 
carriers of semantic equivalence. This procedure is particularly relevant 
wnen contrastive analysis utjizes transtatoj material, since it is the only 
r>ne that Quakes allowances * " tlic numerous casea of rank-and-level^ shifting 
in trine^lation* Thus, for instzin(?e. It was pcasible to establish the adjective- 
*aJvet^t correspondence in the examples in section 2 above* which Catfprd' s 
dt'firi&tlon would rule out. 

3. 1 . A distinction should be ma^^ bt^ti.een format correspondence and trans** 
lation equivalence. While all ca^t. - ^^f K'rmal c^i^respondenc^ as conceived 
here are transiationalty equlvawn*. (naturally so, since tiiey are based 
on translation), not all cas^^t tra**.^ lation equivalence stand in a relation 
of formal correspondence* but correspondence b^in^ j^uch 3 multi** 

'layered ph^'^nomenon* It is difficult to find tranrrlation equt ^^Vrtts without a 
t Mce of co^rtjspondenco - at ncist ia Intij^agvs cloiiuly r^fltUod as Entjiu-ii 
.ind Serbo-Crt^T^an. Wh**n ►iiv ^" ^ival'^ ■ c ^n b-j douhT" Is taktjn 

\v ti^ *^«asvltn'^jo73i^irno*\ ".Lit? ■ - Ct^ ^ A n;-tHsU t'lii ':tpTUi?j *' clauso 
and the prepont ,l n-^^^ - pf't''i>r-t cOi/uBpj.ri^ii .i^^^ ai'.r t*te t/onJlatioii 
equivalent is r*:'i^*<.*ji lo ' n*^ ni<imnj. »omv CiV* .I'Spondt^ncee remain (E 
clause - SC adverb, E negative Adverb ~ SC negative pretlx). And even in 
auch extreme caaes as idiomatic esprossiona and proverbs, which are of 
neceaatty tranalated quite freely* Ihere are certain correspondence a of 
which contrasta can be madet 
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Don' t count your ohickini before th«y ir# hmtctv^d. 

N« ipr^KDAj ntttij dok ji z^c u luml. (E neg»tti'e tmperitlve 

- SC nefiUve lmp«rttiv«) 

Itwti rtlning citi and dogi* 

Padtlo (U>evmIo, curllo) J« kio U kibU. (E preterite 
SC p^^rfekt, E contlinioui t^nM - SC Imperfecta mipect). 

It follows from the nature of formtl correspondence underitood in thii wty, 
that not %]1 cor r «ri pond enti ihould be iought In aente nee -'to -sentence r«la- 
tionahipa: tranalations that do not re«pect aentence bounds riea but rather break 
aentencea, fUae them or chan^d thetr order will atiil yieltt many correapon-* 
dencea uaeful for contraatlve analyaia (except, of courae, for the contraating 
of the sentence atructure ttaelO; 

Atl thta leada to the r^aluatton thai a 'pedagogical if^rammar ' 
cannot be the application of mere linguiatic grammar, but ia 
r^ither the reault of comblnln^i; iinguiatic grammar \tith pdycho- 
lo^icmi grammar, 

Svo naa ovo dovodi <!o uvjvt t^nja da "pvdagolka gram^tikfi" nijc-^ 
Jednoatavno prlmijet^Jena lingviati^ha gramaliha. N^ii <^emo do- 
r>iti tek kombiniranjem Ungi'tstUko gram%tikv -ja palnolo^kom 
gram&tUom^ 

{Although itixs tr.^ It Illation of the aecond part of th^* W ^ *t\ivt\^ IaL^ 

to supply correspondence a re«4uired for, aay, sente; « uMuro c ontraSti:ii^, 
It can atlll be uj&ed in contraating adjective ooiitlons in Ct^jii^h ami $urho- 
^Croattan, anc* English gerund and Serbo Croatian ^*.rt>3l n . -ax usa^^*?, V 

In the follj^b^g example, too, the aent^rce ^.truetur*- is ratner slj. ^ctdth 
affected by the proceaa of tranalation but there arw nt. Vf^rth^^'lei&s i^utte a 
number of correapondf ncea becauae of whtch the e^x^AtrpU will vvtatned 
In our corpua ar d uaed for certain aspocta of contt ;i^tlvv <in^iyal * En>£lH4i 
and Serbo-Cro«tian: 

It ran be Inferred from the foregoing xhaLit \i * ch^n^^ t$ to 
carrted through aucceasfbUy, tt mua^ <i£ocptablv ztf all neo^ilv 
who will be affected by it, vo it is the taak ot u^un.x^x ment li 
creatt* the <.ondittona that wL'^ ens>jtv the e^f^'>t^^l Amoum ^itp- 
Port and the minimum amou-it of r^i^'^^^^nc^. 
Iz ovoga ito amo dosad rakli protxl^ : ca pror^j-. mi moie ua-* 
pjeSno proveatl aamo oada ako je prthvbtl)U;t svima koji 6e biti 
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njcme xmhvit^eni, pa je zftto zftdftUk mkovoditv^ da 9tvort uvjdte 
za makiimftUiu pCiJrdWu 1 mJnimftlni otpor kolektiva. 

Thti dlicuiiton hti centered on the problems of trinalated 

corpus as a bftiii of cofitrftitiv^ work, tt hii ihown that ftU traniUtlons* no 
matter how free* have their place In the corpus became formal correspoiid- 
encei can alwiyi be eiUbltihed between the source text and the target text, 
tt hii alio ibown that probably no tranilation.can be made in suQh a way that 
correipond«nti of all iiolabJe formal elements of the source text are found 
La the target text. Different translated versioiis of on^ dnj t^.^- ^ame original 
te.tt (all of tfaem presumably equslly valid aa translation equivalents) will 
permit one to establish different formal correspondences. 

4. Ail these considerations stem from \ihat may be regarded as a macro- 
scopic point of view of an entire coiitrastive project. When the focus of in- 
terest becomes more narrow and specific, however* when our perspective 
is that of an Individual project worker dealing with a wall defined problem 
rather than that of a project manaifer^ the attitude to the corpus and Us 
translation becomes different. First ^f fill, tlie Individual analyst will never 
handle the entire corpus but onl^ that portiuii of it which contains thq instanceis 
of his particular proolem^. Seconds he will only be interested in finding 
•ormal correspondents In the target text for the elements of structure of 
the source text which are the subject of his contribution to the project as a 
whole, find in trying to find these correspondents, he will see that a consi- 
. Arable proportion of translations dimply fail to offer anything that he could 
accept as formal correspondent of the elemRnt of structure that he is study^ 
ing. (The exact proportion of such unacceptable examples will depend on 
how free the translation is and on the particular element of structure that is 
the subject of hia Interest. Some elements of structure seem to be more 
susceptible to "deviation"' and perhaps dissppearance in the process of trans- 
latiofi than others. ) 

4. 1 . The problem that the analyst wUl have will be In the first place to 
determine whether a formal correspondent Is present in the trsnslated text 
or not - and if it Is, what exactly it is. Experience will soon teach him that 
mftre translation equivalence not a valid basis for translating, and that 
extracting a formal signal of structure out of a text is In fact the first 'tep 
that he shouu: make. This wtll ba easy In the language to which contcastive 
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ftittlytU U dlrvcM and which U ukto . »Urt -^^ p>im n Ungu^f^, 
tbt etoiMOt* of ttnicturtt to tculyzed v- b% fiv^n b^' th« scrtptlon <^ 
th%t iMfUAfe. L*t us tttumA th^t Eni^Ubti -e iht^ langiug^ to wh'c^ o\ir con* 
ITAitivt ^n^iytU U directed* 1. m^jh ur« kre tryi \^ prcKlui^ ^. contrttUve 
frsmmftr of KnfUth for Serbo* Crou.^an learners. Iri Cti^ c.ij^«. ^ lie^riptive 
grtmmftr of EfifUih will tupply not ^ctu4l topiOA for . i tie but 

aUo their amlytlc breakdown ukI will ?lve th.* ^imlytt the^cpt^i^idFi^Aje in 
t^riDJi which h« can disouM th* contrattive feAtur^t of th« tviro itinfua^^. 
Wh»t thlf deecription will not five* ^owevtr* it the U«t of the forr^^l cor* 
reaporutent^ In SerbO'Cro^tien. Theee will ^^ve tob«* extrtct^^ Irom the 
•emftntic equivmlencet represented by the a*f<neUted tejtt* oisin^ the UbAlf 
provided by thft met«I^gu«^e Adopted tn the uidependent d<»e<:riptionH of 
Engif Ah and S«rbo-Cro&tUn. 

4. 2^ Suppose rhnt the subject of comr^ettve anklyeie is the EnglU. parti- 
ciple. The irsmuMir of EnfUfh will Atat«. end the corpus prest: '<:ibly con- 
firm And esLsmpUfy, the fsct thst Eneh»h ^e two pftru^lpi<*4^ i>n.fi^-nt en'i 
pset, and that botti oi them diiipby ^<ims sd)ectiv&l ^nd eome v^mosI propter * 
ti^s; it vrill ^,.^0 specify the cocklitione under which o\i^ or Ji.- Vr t^ymtur.^c 
qusUty ot the p^rtwtple becomes prevslert. Tne ^n^i^^: wU* u*^:' ^.asaify 
Lie participial ex*\inpl«e into the two main groups i*nd k** lo^^* tJ-ab-gioupe 
s$ he f^ele Kle grammar can l^andle^ or ae many if lec^ssary t'?r hlf 
purp^ihv. Next, he will examine th« translation equt . alents in y . oartic;ulsr 
5ub'groii(:i )ooldn£ for the spec fic forsia: elemente thai i^an - - to cor- 
rospofld Uie participlee ir. th« -^Tng-K^ oi s^'tnaU the jevb-^ 'caj ontnining 
-inj forme preceded by forms c^f the /erlj arici oUc^^^ b^ an ot^ject - 
wh«jf.' th* syntactic tnterpretatt >^ (^i the -Ufi. '^^^ -';early verba. - he 
ntfiU find, for Inatance* 5erbo-Croaiian vorbsl tens:^ ^f impt vfective and, 
perWps le«.^ c'bviQUsly, pcr/ective verbe). But hi> W3il s^Ko Serbo* 
-Crocitij gerun^livetf ae iR liie following ex^^^Tviai^** 

h^ wae maKlDg his way aerobe tho iU-'f ^ he ran c . . 
Frobijaju^i ae poJjlzna naletio na« « 
b^fin t^ wonder whether the genit*dl\^L^ car* be rcgjit^ied ae a 
. I 'ispofKlent of the Enghsh progressive "jretorit*:* But on cloter 

i: :.tM.i . EngH^h example viU reveal c^r -in features which distm^lvh 

<iie oth»*r uses of U^e pro£reeei\*e preterite: f'ret. it is used in a 
o^Vj^ ' t ilii^ie whie-h op ^ be E^'^itenee; api?on<J, the clsutft? could be rs- 
V. ic; A t^ai .leipLt (Mai t \ ^^hy acror- fi^ldi he ran into a* ^ 0; 
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tKlrd, th« cUu«tt couia b« retiined in trtnaUtion, mnd the progreiiivt 
pr«t*riU would h»vt thd S«rbo*Cro4ti&n past tenM of Lmpeffectiv« verb 
ai iti formal corr«ipondcnt (Dok ta probijao poljima, naletio j« ni. « * ), 
nta coocluiloD maj b« that whan all theie condltioni are fUl/iUedp the Serbo* 
-CroatttD ftrtiiidiva ii m proper corriipoiidant (coatraitivaly iigtiificant ! ) | 
of tha EngUab profraaalv^ pratarita. (At a matter of factj the gerundive ^ 
hare standi ai an aqulvalant and cor reap oadant ^f tha whola clauiej not of 
tti verbal par^ alom* ) * 

Howavar# aome of the tranilationa in tha corpus wUl leave hitn without i 
rormal correipondeatj though obviouely there wUl be formal elementa car-^ 
ryinf the meaniiig of the original: 

1 paid McSwlggin and I paid him plenty, and I got what 

I waa paying for* 

Ooipodoi ja earn pla<£ao McSM^gtnap 1 to iakom i kapom, 

a vjerujte da uA Je to laplatilo* 
It would be wrong to un<}erUne '*ae iaplatOo'' aa a correspondent of "was 
paying" in thla example* There ia nothing Ln the tracialation that can be taken 
a8 in formal correspondent nf tho progreasive tenae* (The paatnes^ is of courae 
ropreaentetl in the tranaflatiOs ] One cwild at thii point legitimately aak whether 
thu Serbo-Croatian text i* ^ tranalatlon equivalent of the EngUah text above; 
or Ln other wordi. whether the progressive tense hai been rendered at all* 
One aniwer can be that the tw^ texts are equivalent becauae Iti Serbo-^Croatian 
part has bi-en produced by a competent bilinguul speaker of English and Serbo- 
*CroatUi4. The secotul answt^r mlg';'J bo '><al tiio^ n.-e not oquivalentj that the 
naoanmg contributed by the progriffsl*. ;cnse haa not been included m the 
tranautioup and that it cannot normally be include<i in Serbo'Croatlaii. *° Tts 
Inchjaioinp thotigh poieibl^i is not deffirable> ilnce it would affect the natural- 
nettB of the translation: 

OoapodOp Ja ^am pb^^^o ^^cSwiggina ^akom i ^^apom. fill sam i # 

■iobio ono (ia> Slo oi^tJ> vi<>^*^o 
ir*.'<?n wlmn a fo'^rnal co rr ospoi^or^t aoems >e prreser* i^i llic trantfbtlon, 
t^are should ^o taken to aee wiietJ.^jr the correj^pom'^n^^ ^erpuu^ or m^■r^,^Ty 
ipurlouip a r^eult of miitra \'bih>nj 

Whenever he iecs a picture of a L ig boAt> he af;k3 his mother 

tf that boat i i bringing Daddy home. 

Kad god negdje ugleda iliku kakvog vellkog broda^ zapita majku 
da u Ji to onaj kojim tfe ea UU vratiti ku^i. 
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corr«ipond4nc#. It la difflctkll to ice tiow the. ^ ^^..ampies ciiD i^c* ftttalyzed 
in contnitivd t«rmi: 

The»e boose curtomeri liii^ until men been buying their sup- 

piiei from. . , 

Doimd tu se <mi opekrbljivili pidem lcupuju<5i gi od . 
Here the Serbo-Cro^tlftn present participle "Icupujudi'* correipondi formally 
to '(h^d) been buying*', but thli fict ie hardly relevint contrtfttivi^ly became 
tt U an automatic cone«<tuence of the proceii of ihJlttng In tho ru^^ of the 
sentence. 

Thlflt example shows very well thftt formil correspondence ii contriitively 
figniflcint only when it ii eyetematic (ind perhapi «Jt5o 9tatlitlc«illy frequent) 
and when it is achieved independently between the etructurei tha^ are hemg 
contracted rather than aa & result of intri * sentence ihiftlng which (ht^n ^iffects 
alio the cor resplendent structure in the trsnslated text. 

Another exsmple of this situation !■ provided by the of" construction In tht; 

loiWing sentence: 

One student could remember the order of ell flf^ Uvo frcshlv 
ehuTHed cards after hla first twenty*- minute study ol th^m. 
Jrfdan student se mogao sjetiti poretka svli^t pedes^^t 1 dvtje 
mljeianih ^rata poito th je prouCavao svege dvad^net minuia. 

Ttie Accusative form of the personal pronoun f'ih'') ti the fom'.f'L correspond*- 
rtt :>jf the original of-* const taction ("of them"), but It is impOfisible to say 

A^t*thet this 'u sn example systt*rA*^tJC catrftsij<?ndeiu.e or s chance result 

M tht; chaiif^t:^ thAt tht;^ origintii ^renU^iic^ nair fUiacx ^ ju^ m th*^- pi t^^^esi^ of trsns- 

lation. 

5. An attvmpt hao b^^^n made in thi^ pap*i>r to <^xantlr . ovu trai^alattoji 
L 1 1 he i^Jrd Ui rt<*ntrartt»v* an^Jyai^. It t^l^iOn+^d ^ snh'^BXia^ via tr^^ns* 
* ' .or* ts .v;st;iblt^ bui tl^a; Uic di;fiTi'D;<»s bet vt^n i >l.vul^ rarofuUy 

ih^ former Is co^ii^rned with i^t-iuantic t^<i«j*\'r itricci tne L*:tct v-"ith 
^ mflDfcK corce^^fj^^ndL^nc^i tht forraor <lejji: with the Ufxt, the Utter 
^' ' <>rm*l elememt that csn isoUtud fro.n t^c text, A modL'led d^- 
i . . ^f f^^rm^^I rnrresponcien^v Ir. glve^ *Cf inclw^je all those Isolable 

' •' 1 Uiat occt^p;/ the ^uzx\e ^^^.aces in the ocntiomtes of the two texts, 
^ i i^'O*^. Thv eirtj nt to wfilch formal cor respond etrts occur in nor- 
;£;^r<c'od trstxslcitAO'r]) r cjtixiiiined, It ii concluded that aome 
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preterv^d in all tranalation, tto marter how free* Their proportion U 
aukftUier when on» Ukea the ot>r«pectiv« of mn Individual analyat with hl« 
«pecUic contraativ* topic, Iii aome caaea, corraapondanc«a ara Impoaaibla 
or unUloaly. in othara tfaity are aporioua* uid in atlXL othera th«y ure a by- 
.product of atructurml ahlfta th«t occur in the couraa of tranalation. 

An EofUah ^ S«rbo -Croat Ian contraativ« modeh baaed on an English corpua 
and iu tranalatlon into S^rbo^Crofttian, ia implicit in the foregoing dlacu a* 
aU)n« Ita form ia roughly ^.ne followlogt a daacrlptlon of Engllah ia tak«n aa 
fiWQ and la eJ^empli^i6d U Jte EngMth text (corpua), and poaail;>ly modified; 
tha text ia traiulate^t iiito :jerbo- Croatian and the formal ccv^respondenta of 
tha iaoUbl'F elamenta deacrlbe^t by £ngUati gramtnar ar^ sotight; a gram* 
matlcal <]t9acripUoa oi these Strbo-Croatian formal < orreapondenta la made; 
thia deecrlptlon ia contraated with the deacrlption of the elemema of £ngUah 
with iihlch the analyala began; infareocaa for lenrrlng are drawn. 



NOTES 



(1) i ihls DOtwlUifftaiufin? the mnnouDcement of the German PAKS project 
^♦ii.^;bed bv G. Nickel and ICH, Wagner, ("Contractive LInguijstica and 
Un^a£;e Teaching'^ IRAL , VI, 3.1366, 233*55). Thli project wlU be 
trasv ; CO the tranaformational model of linguistic dej^urlption, wKlch la 
ci^rt3:nly a v^r^- exciting oapect, but one ha« serioua qtialma ^bout 

ita ^^hmativeneaa in the pteaent atate of development of the tranaforma- 
:ica;il t-^corj*. A case ccald porhaps b; df.flf^ ^ ir corpua-baae^ inalyala 
along traaa forma tional linea. 

(2) L^v^rjatort, "The 'Tr*acUtior,-Paradigm' , A Technique for Coa- 
- a.Uve Arulyala", inAL. llh 3, 1365* 121-25. 

L. SpaUliJi, "Contraatlve Methods"* hHAZ, 23, 1967, :s9-46. 

(3) 2^Buntf» '^Conuordancfng a5 a Method <n CoritrasU ati-Uy£;. , SHAZ^ 

(t) Svtch i "^j^rct xtf actually aiietidy uns^^r way; cf* R. FlUpr^vitf, the Chob^Y* 
of j J iH- <. f^rpua for the Contractive Analysis of 
"TrTtKe prc^elil volume, 

(5) J, C.Calford, A Ltiiguiauc Thgory of T^.'^ttalatlon , CWord Unlvaralty 
Praaa, London, 19o5. p. IT, 

(i) J^Darbaliiat, ftaview of "On Tf^analatlon" and "Aapecta of Tranalatlon'^ 
The Joiif ml of the Canadian Ltaguiatic A<»oclation, VI, 1« Wo, p,75. 
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(7) J.C.Citford, op. clt. , p. 27. 

(3| No opt^r&uonai teiti ot irdniUiion eqmviience are offered; Ideally the 
authority of the traniUtor «i competent bilingual tpeaker'* (W. Mirton, 
'Equivalence and Congruence In Traniformatlonal Contriitive SttitdLei'*, 
Studla AngUca Poti>anienala , I, 1-2, 1968, p. 54) Id accepte<j. Speaking 
more practically, the analyst ihould be allowed to discard thoie examplei 
from the corpu§ in which his own bilingual feeliitg dliagreei* Errors In 
translation are sufficiently common to make this provision necessary. 

Th« principles of selection of topics are discussed in the ^R^search Guide 
for Project Workers ' (for the English - Serbo-Croatian Contrastive Study) 
prepared by W, N^m^er and V, Ivlr. 

(lo) "Languages riiffer essentially m what they must convey and not In what 
they may convey. ' (R.Jakobson. '*0n ^linguistic Aspect of TranslatiorT*, 
On Translation . e<l. R.A. Brower, first published 1959> Oxford University 
Press, New York, 1966» p. ^36 J 
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L^onirdo SpftUUn (Zifreb) 

APPROACH "^0 CONTRASTIVE AKALYSB 
lnter*Ungu^l ■ImiUrltlei 

The biilc ■■■umptlon of contriiUve irtalysid ii that while luifuifei irt 
fhrferent. there mlwiyi ■ ctrtain d«fr«« of limlUrity b«tw««a th«m. H 
th«r« wefi? no ■imlUrity there would be no contriitlve intlyiUi in the imme 
wa^ af th«re \tould be no contriitlve aintlygU Lf there were no difference!. 
This position lalli lomewhere half wiy between thit of tridltlonal itructur* 
^Usm, A'hich siresaei the unLqueneii of eich language^ end that of trim* 
ii >rmAti'^ri:jUsm which itreiaei their jltndimental ■imilaritlei. 

1 tiv Un:x that mosi of what !■ written or lald In one language cm be translated 
itito another language indicitei thit there muit be ■ certain, rather hlgh^ 
.loj^ruu ot similarity between languages. At the same time trinelation shows 
triHt the stmlUfLt^ is always only partial, that U can never become identltyi 
t ven \\Uh cogr^e languages or with Qialects of the same langusge. 

L.it.jj^ages ma> be ^ai^i to constst of some Isolable elements and of certain 
arrangements ot the isolated elements. Lsngusge elements are ssslgned to 
.ariou^ hierarchical ranks of structiirsl uniu and to levels^ sccordlng to 
.^Main ^.ritcria^ mostly of a psradlgmattci distributional or extrs linguistic 
Mature. U thLs clsesiftcatlon of langusge elements ts carried out by s con* 
bisi^'nt application of s Isnguage th^oryi the results wUl eho^ greater or less 
^miUr.t^ rjetw^ n l;(nguagenn regard of the isolated langusge elements snd 
nrop*irtiCft 

HoA^ -vr ^roat the difference in the leolakM language elomentfi between 
iangxiftg^ 9> ii lA ijtUri possible to render a very large portion of meanmg con* 
. ^'vcu lu^ *sjLV!tXLVulB ot one lam^iage into snother. This posslbiUty seems 
to im^ji . twr things: U)^imUaru between languages ts not necessarily limited 

sintuurity between elements belonging to corresponding levels in the 
A^tinguages concerne<lt snj (2) similarity between langusges Is not necesssrlly 
hfiatefl to similarity between elements belonging to corresponding classes. or 
ranKb in the languages concerned. 
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The »e mantle field 

Lanftiagt tlementi cati aiiig:n«d to the UiCical or th* gruinnwucal level. 
They belong to the lexical level wh^n ihay are regarded purelv from the point 
of view of their collocational range, regardleii of the form ^^ tth which they 
enter into a collocation. Thui. the collocation* of the woi-du ^ark" and '^dog" 
are lexical in ''a barking dog /a dog barki / the barking q( a dog dog that 
barki/ the bark of a dog''. (Certain arranfemente of words, ihov^tng gram-' 
matical coUocationi, uke "father-in-b^^", are aielgnated to the K-.\tcal level 
became they collocate lexkally ai a unit rather than at the individual elementa 
of which they conaist. ) A word belonga to the grammatical level when us form 
is <iecUlve for iti collocation* with other element!. Thus collocate* with 
**love*' but not with 'loveg". The order of collocation! ttielf is a grammaticai 
feature; thus. '^1 may not*' but not not may". To put it In a fUtierent way, 
a word contains a semantic element an^ a grammatical elemtM.* Tiie semantic 
element iletermlnes its collocation with other words: the gramnatical element 
determines its collocations with othtr grammatical element}). "Peter" does 
not collocate with ''go" not because of Us semantic propertii^^s fit can collocate 
with ''goes") but because lis grammatical properties. (. e a <ioun-'fnrm 
without a suffix collocates with a verb-'form consisting Oi tiu' f^ase and 
The form father can collocate grammatically as '^fathe:' iuve-s /l see my father/ 
of the father / this father" but not as s^^These fatl^r \ tor wntch collocation 
a different form of the w^ord father is required^ The ^eitiantic ek^ment con- 
tained in the word father allows it to enter into combinations such as *'a father 
loves / a loving father / a fatherly love / a father's love / a fatherly ktss / 
a fit"u*r kisses / a father who kisses / an unnatural father" hu*. not « '^a 
fatherly father". The grammatical lexical ^i.rl phonologicaUproba|f. . also 
the ^aphomic) levels cover tho semantic fif»lfJ of Jt tang ia^^. ^ 

St/r tsJar ^t differcn. W^eis. ran^s or class-.:? * 

..tt^niages can ha vie^ved as coviirint, a certain semantic fields The more 
L n lar the cuh ^i^** and cr.nU^'atton of ih^ ufery o' various languagesi the J 
' i^*^ ■ T Tszn^lTnCti there will be between tlie ^x mantlc fields covered by ( 
*J:iyr- Ian ^i^a^fes. But however similar are semantic fields covered by various t 
liiiU. >t fttiere will always be a^eas \n one l^^iguage without counterparts of 
IV.' sarj^ rAnk or of the lat^ ^ ^vcl. or with no counterpart mt all* In the 

other. ^*or t"^*> American wi.vd ' Jnigstore" t]ier« is no squWsient word tn ^ 

i 

I 
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The lack of formal correspotulencft between two languagei at the lexlcil 
level doei not exclude the poeilbllity of rendering the meaning expreiied by 
«n element In one tanEuage In the other Unguage^ lacking an eqiuivalent element, 
by meane of a different rank or level. The meaning expreited by the American 
word "dnigitora*' can be expreiied in S-C by a noun-phraae Uke "ft itorQ sel* 
ling dnige, •hirts, cigftretteft, •tc/* (Similar equivalence • eetabiiahed at dif- 
ferent rftnkft ftre widely utiliKed in monolingual dictionariei. ) 

The Uck of formal correspondence at the grammatical level often bao ai ft 
consequence ft ftill or pftrtUl lack of semantic equivai^^nce. The preftent-* 

^rfect verb*phraae of Engliib (£) and the preterit tenae have the tame equiva- 
lent In S-C. Thuft, **He hai arrived** and "He arrived'' will have their equiva- 
lent In the S-C lentcnce "Doiao je**. tn aucb caaee equlvidence ia only partial, 
ai only lome componenti of ^ total meaning are expreiied In the target 
Unguage, in thii caie the component common to both tQuaei^ that 1ft **pft<t^\ 
The compof^ent ^'connected with the prevent** of the £ pre «ent- perfect verb* 

^phrafte has no equivalent In S-C. In certain context* the equivalent* of the 
twoE ten*** vire tw^ ten*e* In S-C. The pm*ent **iivlai" In the SK^ *entence 
*'2tvim ovdje pet godina** U equivalent to the £ present -perfect **I have lived** 
In the *entence **1 have lived here for five years'*. The S-C perfect "iivlo 
In **2ivio *am ovdje pet godina" U equivalent to the £ preterit **Uved" in*'l 
lived here for five year***. 

Occa«iomiHy a grammatical element In one lan^mge ha* no equivalent In 
another. thU 1* often the cas« with the articlea In E when an £ *enlence 
i£ triincUted Into S-C. The E *entence *'He live* in a hou*e** ftnd "HeUve* 
In the hou*e* will most frequently hftve In S-C only one equivalent; "Sivim 
u kuii**, which meana that S*C usually does not difttingu&ah between a mArke<l 
and an unmarked notin« 

£v«n where there 1* formal correspondence between two languages, some 
element* pre*ent In a *tnicture of one *"ank in one language may be repre-* 
a^iitQd by different mean* In the other, altliough they m^y have units of the 
*ame rank with identical *tructure. Thuif, both E and S-C have noun-phraseo 
with identical *tructure. The E noun-phrase "hI* large hofawe, which i* near 
the park. , .** *howa the *tnicture **modifieH-modifieH-heftd^uaUfler**. The 
correftpondlng S-C noun-phra*e **Njegova velika kuiA# koja Je blis^u parka. . , ** 
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show! thtt sun* itructure. On the other hund, the nQua<-phr4i4 of th# cUtiM 
'A liitU boy pUyi" hai fti Iti 5~C equivalent ft cUui^ In which equlvtlenc* 
ift estaDUshed at ranki different from thoce occurring in the E cUui*. The 

modifier of the E noun-phrase "a little boy" has a possible S-C equivalent 
ii i^l^iust- Wei. convey the meaning of "a" the t/Utm^nts figuring In the 
-.ic lo'.ure >i the L'quivalent S^C clause are arranged in such a way that the 

- ^ > ?f tht> n<>an*phrase is placed at the end o^ th^ claueer The modifier 
'attle ' ca^i havi; a S-C ^squlvalent at th« word le^el In the form of a bound 

^trp^t^mri- ^uinj thtj 71^:^^*11 ;i dirriiiiutive tneaniiig (djeiak ■ boy, djefia^l^ ■ 
h^iU bo.vK A^^hctlJ'^ "iJtj^o Doy" arid "djei^t^id'* aro of the same rank (becauao 
'i,ity play th-? ^an^<: r;>l^ in clause structure, that of tho aubject), the modlf I- ^ 
citiMJt ts of d^ffo;t' M typesi. In F It consists of w^rds arranged according to 
ruUs for Uv-. nrrATi^eiti^nt of a noun-phra$e el^m^nt. In S-C the modifi- 
cu'.^n U achi^^vii w jr i rank by mear^s of bound morphemes (djefia^-ld) 
foUoAlng mOfphotit<:tic rvles M elements vrord rank. 

^It^i^ugh three s ol language elements tan be isolated in ali languages, 

- otr :{^mantic coverage varies from laagUtigo Co langudgii. Thi'S the E emphatic 
: :)n^tructlon '4t Is, . , vtho/that", where emphasis Is conve^-ed by grammatical 
^.^ans U' b> a certain distribution of language ^lomenl^)^ >d rendered in 
S'C, umong -Mht^r poesibiUtles, by phonological means, ittat U by gwitig an 
f^rr^piiatic €tresj>i to the equivalent of the E word that filU s\<A. 

Thv :act Uiat two languages distinguish similar word^cla^;}v3 not^L not noces* 
^aftly mean that a word^class In the one lanruag^^ viUl always havt: as its 
equi\'-^lehC the formally coi: responding word^'Clas^a ir the other. Both E and 
5^C nave a word-class usually called adJecti\^.Sj containlug tbv jub-cLass of 
possessivii adjectives, which function as modifieri> In noui^-phr^tses. Thus 
"tt»> fa*iier" In S-C Is most frequently "moj otac", whett nio^ belongs to the 
?ame adjecttve sub-class as the E m^. But the clause "My .^t^^er has arrived'* 
is trdttifilated into 5^0 as ''Otac ml je do&ao'* faihei to ciw ii^s come), where 
nU is a qualifier belonging to the class of pei t* \l pr^nouris. Th« sentence 
ffAfk be also transiaied as Otac je daiae'* woere ?ero Is equivalent to 
my" or "our*'. 

l anguages differ in the way they utilize elemt^ of various leveK to co^er 
their semantic fields. The verbal aspect of 5-C {grammatical If^vel) can in 
some cases be expressed by various lexical it\>r r in E (lexical iivel): the 
lexical and grammatical meaning of the S-C lmp» j . ive verb "raditl*' can 
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be rendered by the E vtrb "work^\ while the lexical and grftininatlcfti mean- 
ing of the perfective S-C verb "uridUl" cft^e conveyed by the E verb "ic- 
conaplleh**, ftft In "Radio Je oinogo all uradio tnalo" - **Ke worked a lot but 
accompliahed lltlle^*. Simliarly» aapect In S~C can be rendered In £ by the 
aelection of a verb for the Imperfectlve aapect and of a different v^rb with 
Ua object for the perfective aapect. The object ia derived from the £ verb 
which correaponda to the S-C imperfectlve aapect; 

gledatl V look - pogledati « take a look 
pjevati ■ alng * zapjevati -start singing 

The following are examplca of S-C lexical itema having E phraaal equivalents^ 
starac * old man 
fitarlca « old woman 
atarost = old age 
etarmall ^ precocious child 
sta retina rnic a » eecond-hand shop 
«tarkelja « decrelpt old man 
oiUriti « grow old 
starati se (o) ^talce care (of) 

S-C is richer in derivrational and form clasdes than £ while £ is richer than 
S'^C in the membership of word-classes, so that S*C words often carry a 
heavier grammatical loan than £ words. This situation makes rather dubious 
Fries' s contention that the teaching of £ aa a aecond language should con* 
centrate on structures and Include only a minimal vocabulary ^ For the 
speaker of S*C who tries to learn C this fs a rather unsatisfactory method 
because whatla a syntactical feature in C wUl often be a morphological 
feature Ln his laTt^\iage, which difference would Interfere with his ^cqti^l- 
tion of C structure. Often a speaker of S*C will Insist on an E word-form 
'^nly because it ia a form with a suffix and thus cornea cloaer to his heavily 
suffixed native words, preferring ** beau ti fuller^* to ''more beautiful** or 
"going" to "go'\ £ compositions written by the students of E at the Univer- 
sity of Zagreb, Yugoslavia, show that, at a conservative estimate, lexical 
mistakes stand to grammatical mistakes in the proportion of 6 to U 

Thia high percentage of lexical mistakes reHecta the baaic difference between 
the two languagea: the heavier reliance of E on lexis which ia highly speclall* 
zed arul extremely wtU developed with Itema often showing narrow colloca^ 
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tlonal ranges attd utilizing a very targt^ number of specialized baijes, and 
the predominance of gramn^tical elements l^^ S-C attached to a much smallor 
body of bases with conaequent wider collocations of lexical j^lement a. this 
can be Uljuttrftted by the following example: 

dob'ar dob*r-ot-a o-dob-rl'ti dob-ri-^ln-a dob-ra"no 
good good-ne^a approvo geuUd peraon coaaider-ably 



dob-r-oativ 


dob-ro-atoje-^i 


dob^ro'^ud-an 


dob^ro-^doS-ao 


grac*tou« 


weU off 


mild - te m per -^e d 


w el -"Come adj 


dob*ro"do3*liC"a 


dob -r 0-bit 






we 1- come n 


we 11- fa re 







Ag against one base In S-C there are 9 bases In B, and against 26 suffijtes 
and prefixes In S-C there are ^ suffiJtes In E. (The segmentation may not be 
precise but stUl reflects a basle difference between the two languages. ) 



The high specialization of E lexical items often leads to a situation where for 
two or more E words there i4 only one word in S*C; for Inatsu^e; "light'* and 
"eaay" ("lagan"); "difficult*' and "heavy" ("teiakf'); "sottg?' and "poem" ("pje- 
ama"); "turn off*' (Ught), "put cmt" (fire), "quench" (thirst) ("ugasitl"). 

The formal eorrespondence approach to contraatlve analyals 

Most contrasth^ analyses employ a formal eorrespondence approach. We 
have tried to show that such an approach cannot yield satisfactory results 
beeause (1) formal ttenis at one level in one language are not neeessarlly 
always eq^uivalent to corresponding formal items In another language, (2) 
the structure of formal correspondents at a eertain rank can be ccnSiderably 
different and the correspondents can still play the aame grammaticnl role m 
the cv'it^asted la linages and convey equivalent meanitkgs^ (3) farmal cor* 
respondenee can be simply nonexistant. We shall *">w try to show, through 
^ 1 . .ri^nes it a v^iry tiijP^rfielat eontrastive analysis of some features of 
1 ' S-^ , A -at happens when a formal correspontJence method ts applied, 
■iij Isi^' ^din:' and Incomplete the results are. 

li > K iiie formal correspondency approach to contrastWe analysis 

'tt* fi\*U a iMJimbcr nroblems. One le how to establish formal 

' In €Cio3i cas^ Oty are established on the basis of in* 
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tuition. We feel that certain formal Item* pUy slmll&r role« In the atructure 
of Unsuagei concerned. Thus the te felt to correspond formally to dor. 
die, (dai In German. 

Formal correipondence of the itema to be selected for contraatlve analyaU 
ia often eitsbUabed mlmo on the baeii of ilmilar labeli. E peraoual pronouns 
are cmtraated with S-C peraonml prooouos becauae of the eimilar terme used 
In the reepecUve grammars to deelgnate the two aets of itema. 

There la a serioua <iueiUonf however^ ai to whether formal correipondence 
can offer an effective approach to contraiUv« aoslyiis. On.the basii of vtrhat 
hai been eaid on the foregoing pagei^ we belleir^ that formal correipondence 
is fkr from latisfactory for purposes of comraative analysis, ilnce it often 
establishes similarities which are of Uttle practical value* while ignoring 
subtler forms of similarity which, although they may be leia frequent than 
the formal correspoodenceir muitbe taken Into account in contrastive re-* 
search. An example is reflexlvity in E and S^C. Both languages have verbs 
with reflexive objects^ and such verbs are felt to be formally correspondent. 
But itatiitics ihow that the S^C reflexive se correiponds in £ more often 
to aero or nothing than to ^..£ of the 'self forms. Similarity of distribution 
assigns to the *self forms the role of formal correipond^nts* out If contrastive 
analysts stops at this point, the practical reeuU will be tha: we wiU have to 
warn the speaker of S-C against forming his lentences on the evidence of 
formal correipondence If we do not want him to produce E sentences of the 
typ^'1 am u'alSdng myseli*' or **1 am laughing myseli**, which do not occur In 
E. On the other band* we cannot aay that aero JiOthlng Is the formal cor-* 
respondent, because the S-^C sentence "Umlva se" v^pith the reflexive ^ has 
a£ :ts E equivalem "He is washing himseU*% In addition to *'He is washing**. 
Since Instances of se as verb object have ai tlieir only phonetically reallzeo 
£ formal correipondents the 'self forras» wc take the *-^U forms as the 
'ormal correspondents of the S-C se. As for the phonetic aero a E where jge 
^jccurs in S^C. we are ^ot ^ure whether what la involved i5 a ^er ^ raorphoxne 
[a transitlvfi v-erb with aero object; "I shave every mi>rmng )* or nothing at 
all. Thus wc are faced with formal correspondence wiU very 1o*a vtiumlenvv 
probibUity. It la obvioua that such a formal correspondence vvUl have httl^ 
practical value resttltlng from contrastive analysis. 

Even In the caiei where formal correipondence exiats for a l^rge number of 
Initancci, ther. are areas of similarity between the contrasted languages 
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which aire not covered by formal correspondence. Thiti In my father In 
£ correipondft to moj In m gj^ iUc In S*C. A ilmllar pitVAtlon cbtaina in 
thouiandi of other Initancei. The conctuiion 1> thftt thf fo^ni m^, your , 
etc. , have ai tbelr S*C formal correipondenti the formi Qigi> tvpj, etc* 
However, closer scrutiny reveals that while this Is true for over fi^ty percent 
of cases of mv, etc* , there still remains a rather high percentage of in- 
stances wb^^re my> etc. , correspomls In S-C to the enclitic dative of per* 
sonal pronouns, to the reflexive se, to zero, etc. If, for purposet of con- 
trastlve analysis, we uke into consideration only those items which are 
fornially corresponxlent in the two lan^agea, no uaefitl contraattve analysis 
If likely to result because such an analyais wUl Ignore, aa often occurs, 
other similarity relationships which are not formal correapondences in the 
Languages analyzed, although they are equlvalencea. 

The S-C Leacner of £ wUl react In the same Intuitive way and select £ pos- 
sessive adjectivea as formal correspondents of S^C possessive adjectives and 
will, equating formal correspondence with equivalence, produce an impermls^ 
sihl> high percentage of aentences In the target language on the model offered 
by formal correspondence which wUl be wrong, the mistakes occurring in 
the area where equivalence la no longer valid. In \ s*.ntencQ like "T^^ (the) 
hand out of (the) pocket", modeled on S*C "isvadi p ruku iz 0 diepa**, with 
zeros at the place of E possessive adjectives, the formal correspondence 
" moj , etc* equals my, etc. " is no longer operative, Jind 0 Is not Intuitively 
felt to have the function of £ possessive adjectives. This means that even 
In cases where formal correspondence can be established intuitively, or In 
some other way, the teamer wUl have to be told not to rely on It entirely. 

In some cases It is almost impossible to establish any kind of formal cor- 
respondence. This la the case with the £ article for a speaker of S*C. He is 
quits helpless before It since there is nothing directly discernible in his 
language which could serve as a formal correspondent he could utilize when 
going ^rom S-'C to £1 In such cases, for all practical purposes we have to give 
up the fonnal correspondence approach to contrastive analysis, since the 
only thing we can contrast la the absence of a set of morphemes in one language 
^Ith their presence and characteristic distribution in the other. Although no 
correspondence can beostabliahed, it Is possible to establish certatn equival- 
ence relationa on the basis of word-order, demonstrative adjectives ^d pos- 
sibly some other elements. A similsr situation obtains in respect of S^C verb 
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aspect and iX9 E equtvalencee. In such car«e even the formal correspondence 
approach contraatlve Aiudy&Es has to give up contrasting similar formal 
categories, and try to establit . similarity by means of other value, saying, 
for instance, that the S^C impt ective "brlnuti se" corresponds to E "worry" 
and the S-C perfective verb ^'potrlnuti se" to E '*see (to something)'*, which 
ts definitely not a contrastlve analysis of the category of aspect In the two 
lani^ages^ 

Vse ^f the formal correspondence approach is often due to a misconception 
it methods of contrttetive analysis, which are often confused with methods of 
language descriptloru This conhision results in the implicit coActusion that 
tf languages are descrlbable in terms of certain categories, contrastlve 
analysis should be In t^rtos of the same categories. This Is a fklacioue 
j^iitptior^ !^cau$o there need not oeceesarUy be any similarity between des- 
. riptiv^ methods ami contrastlve methods. The tw^ ^i^re quite Independent 

xesses (vlth different altos in view; one discovers and classlfiee language 
.lunitinta. the other contrasts meanings conveyed by language elements iso- 
..ited tn various iangugages. It is true that a poor description will yletd poor 
results Ji contrastive-analysis, but nw. necessarily a poor contrastive analysis. 
jood methods of descriptloni on the nd, applied to contrastlve analysis 

jre no guarantee of good contrastlve ^jtile. 

The semantic approach 

^\iT experience is that languages can be effeotively contrasted only on a se* 

Mq basis, specificsUy, on the basis of translation e<tuivalenc6. The trans'" 
I3' .on approach ; -Muces, In addition to one or toore high translation proba*^ 
biUty equivalents, a series of low translation prcbabiUty equivalents, and 
the two together cover an entire particular semantic field. Thus, the trans* 
iation of a corpus containing E possessive ad^ctives Into S-C fields not only 
tJi>ssessLve adjectives (the result which we get tf we accept the formal corre- 
spondence approach) but also personal pronouns In their enclitic dative forms, 
the enclitic form of sebi (i. e, ui), the reflexive pronoun (ee), possessive 
adjectives derived from nouns (noun- otac, derived possessive adjective; 
o^£eY * father's), words like v i a sthl , rodjenl ( one's own), etc. , that is, the 
whole field of " posse ssivity'*, similarly, an E corpus containing this and feat 
wiU produce. In addition to o Ya| , taj , onaj , a whole series of words containing 
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thg ov~ t ta- and on- morphemeo {ovdjg ■ ber^ > tamo "^there* opamo ■ yonder , 
ovako ■ thli way , takp * thatj^a^t etc, ), the non-productive demonstrative 
morpheme -j^ (ve6era*a ■ this evening , jegena^a ■ this autuinn, :(utro*s ■ 
thli morning , etc,)» that is, the whole field of 'Mcmonitrativity*** 

As with formal correepondence* traoaUtion equivalence v^ill not he of great 
help to contraatlve analysis where equivalence ii practically nonexiitent. But 
one of the advantages of the semantic approach id that absence of translation 
equivalence is less frequent than absence of formal correspondence* 

Conclusion 

Our conclusion Is that the formal correspondence approach ejtcludes In advance 
th« possibility of semantic similarities between language elements In various 
languages which are not beforehand established as formally correftpondent. 
Thus. U we decide that nouna In £ and S-C t.re formally correspondent, and 
we restrict contrastive analysis to nouns in the two languages* we exclude all 
Instances of other word classes and other linguistic levels which are the only 
semantic equivalents of certain £ nouns in certain environments. Formal cor* 
respondence allows for some differences In the distribution of it?ms selected 
to be contrasted, but it does ^ot allow for similaritleo among Items belonging 
to different classes, ranks or levels. 

We have tried to show that languages differ widely aa regards thf choice and 
distribution of the elements they utilize to cover their semantic fields* but 
ttiat It Is comparatively easy to establish semantic ettulvalences between the 
fields of various languages* which seems to Indicate that ^ontrastlve rclatlon^ 
ships between languages are more profitably established U tlieir equivalent 
semantic feanires are compared than if the c^jmparlson Is based their equiv-* 
alent formal elements. 
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NOTES 



i . By "level** we mefta one of the main aspects of lan^age, a phonology, 
grammar or lexicon. The term '*rank'* refers to hierarchical arrangements 
of lan^age units* It is usuaUy convenient to isolate five ranks: morpheme, 
word, phrase, clause and sentence* 

2* By a "formal correspondent'* we mean a formal element or string of 
formal elements showing an organized structure at a certain hierarchical 
rank In one lans^age whose role In the overall language organisation is sL-* 
milar to that of some formal element In another language. Thus in both Kng-* 
lish (£) and S-^C, elements oan he organised into phrases, functioning as 
subject or complement at the clause level, consisting of no modifier or one 
or more modifiers, a head» and no qualifier or one or more qualifiers. 
Such phrases are formally correspondent In the two languages. Formally 
correspondent also, for example, are adjectives t^^^ause In both languages 
they can function as modifiers of the head of a noun-*phrase. 

3« 'A person has 'learned' a foroign language when he has. . , first, wit hin 
a limited vocabulary , mastered the sound system .« « and has, second," made 
uie structural: devices * t * matters of automatic habit". Charles C. Frles» 
Tekchlnig and Learning English as a Foreign Language^ p. 3, 
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AudoU FUipovM {Zagreb) 

THE CHOICE OF THE CORPUS FOR A C OHTR AST IVE' ANALYSIS 
OF SERBO-CROATIAN AND ENGLISH 

The fir«t problem fmctng the researchers engaged in the Ser{>o-' Croatian * 

1 2 
EngH«h Contractive AnftlyaU Project wa^ that of the method , and then 

immediately after that, clodely connecteiJ vcith the selection of the method, 

came the que<tlon of the corpus^ Obviously, the choice of the method de* 

termined whether a specific corpus w^s needed or not« 

The problem of the method was discussed in the earliest stages of our work 
3 

on the Project. Professor Pavie Ivi^ noted that one of the three approaches 

4 

was possible; traditional, siructuraUst, or generative. The first approach 
was discarded as outmoded and unsuitable for contrastlve analysis* Bu, 
Professor lvl6 was aware of the difficulties in choosing between the structural 
^d the generative approaches* Our progressive orientation - says Professor 

- would iJ^ctate the choice of the most mo<lern, i, e, generative* trans* 
formatlonal, approach. However, the situation in the field forces us to com* 
promise, '*to combine classical structuralism with the elements of the gene-* 
ratlve approach*', ^ 

In an article on Serb o-* Croatian - English contrastlve anah s\s, I have exam* 
ined several contrastlve studies now jivallable and found that none employs a 
specific and consistent method that nUght be regarded as the method of con- 
trastlve ana lysis « Authors of these studies have used different approaches 
and have come out with^results of iJifferent quality* My conclufilon after reading 
these studies, supported by our own limited experience, is that tliere Is a 
strong interdependence between ttieory and practice in contrastlve work, and 
that the best approach wUl be a comhlnalion of theoretical and empirical 
mett^s of research* Our experience so far shows that there are areas of 
contrastlve analysts In which no theoreti^c^al method would be successful or 
would lead to a satisfactory solution* These considerations have prompted 
us to seek a method, or a combination of methods, that wUl yield not only 
theoretical bu: also practical results* The practical results must be usable 
m develop bigs better teaching materials and techniques* ' This will be possible 
only If tt^y are presemod In a form that an average reader of our projected 
monograph can understand* 
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In order to fulfil all the requirements of the contractive deicrlptlon of Serbo- 
Croatian and English, it was di^cided to adopt the translation method^ bas^d 
on A corpus of examples. This ttoice then led naturally to another problem; 
that of the corpus. 

Already ac the first meeting of the Project (Zagreb, April 1967)* I discussed* 
among other questions, the problem of the corpus* It ^as decided at that 
meeting that the corpus should be built upon the following principles; (1) the 
English corpus should include extracts from the works of both British and 
AmerUan authors, (2) fiction and technical literature should be represented, 
(3/ the ccirpas should be tranolsted by translators from all the Yugoslav centres 
represented on the Project, i.e. both the eastern and the western variant of 
Scrbo-Croatun shOfuld be equally represented, (4) the original Serbo-Croat Lan 
. K pat> .sIo^^lJ be built from works of Croatian and Serbian fiction and technical 
.X^i^i^r*^ <ind ah^ld be translated into English b} British and American na- 
iivH Speakers, so that both variants of English are equally represented* 

bwrh a Corpus would be sufficiently representative oix both the English and 
rh« SiiTbo-Croatian side* The translations of tho two parte of the corpus 
,int J English and Serbo-Croatian respecuvely) would supply a sufficient 
luan:^:* A contrastlve elements on tne basis of which statistically significant 
^ iriL,«^sions could be made. Two kinds of extracting were envisaged! for a 
^ .fu^r^l sait'^ple and for ^ Supplementary sample* The general satDpLe would 
'^on^tSi ot loo* 000 st^ntences and their transiationsi this was regarded as a 
,_::ivLc*mI: large ^jrpua for the majority of contractive elements. (Estimates 
made ^n the basts several frei^uency studies showed that this corpus would 
te sufficient for most aspects of syntactic analysis^ ) The supplementary 
4^orDus would 1 1~ ^ jed in those cases in which the general corpus failed to 
^.;eW a reliable distribution. 

H>A(,'ver* discussion at the second meeting of the Project*^ indicated that 
ti mi^ht not be possible to obtain a sufficiently representative corpus an 
chifSe priuvLplvs. Another reason ^hich prompted us to seek a new solution 
«as the fact that it was rather difficult* if not Impossible* to build such 
*( large corpus within the limited time and with the resources that we had 

rji^r disposal* A whole series of questions v^ould have had to be answered; 
h to select the works for extractmg* hou to determine the ratio between 
E^ntish and American (and Crt^atian and Serbian^ texts* between fiction and 
tf-^chni^al lit4,'rature. etc. 
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It becftme quite clw then thftt we would have to ufle an existing corpui and 
ftt the iame time htive recourse to a computer and other data processing 
devices. There «re^ at presents two Urge corpora : one bviiJt on British 
materUh spoken tnd written, and one on American m^erial ~ only written* 
We felt that the first corpus, containing material from both spcken and writ* 
ten sources, would better suit our needs and give more significant results. 

The ^et corpus* A Survey of English Usage * has been compiled under the 

leadership of Professor Randolph Quirk of the Department of English. Uni* 

versify College London. ^ A number of studies ^ve been made on the basis 

of this corpus in recent yearst some of them have already been published. 

some are due to appear soon, and some are in preparation. It is a pity that 

this corpus has not yet been published as $uch and la thus practically inac^ 

cessible to researchers. Attempts have been made to publish it. but the 

necessar> fumls could not be found. For the time being, it is only accessible 

to a limited number of people* which also limits its usefulnesa tor linguistic 
12 

research. 

The Survey has been compiled on the following three prlncipli-s; (1^ The 
linguistic material Includes a, li^ grammatical elements found in he chosen 
strings of actually recorded written and spoken English. The Snrygy aims 
at explaining* In the light of tlie statistical norm, every gramm^^tical phe-> 
nomenon regardless of its frequency. Another aim Is to descrit^f the ^on* 
dttions under which the speaker deviates from the norm. (2) T^<^ Survey 
embraces the full range of educated English usage, from learne J and tecb' 
nicat writing to spontaneous colloquial speech. Particular attention is P^n* 
to natural (unscripited) speech in different situations * from hIghU technical 
discussion to free conversation among friends. Different registtru are com* 
pared among themselves and with the so'caUed **literary sp^^ech". i. e, 
dialogue in written literature. (3) The Survey covers present-da>' Gaulish, 
from 195o onwards. 

!*> addition to the three main principles, the comptlers of the Survey ti^ve 
followed certain other principles; each unit of te:ct consists of about 5. ooo 
wortiS* ai>^ the whole corpus includes over 2oo texts British English; the 
sources include the spoken language, novels, plays, poetry, criticism* 
and ^'the- Uterstfry prose^ then psychology and social sciences, philosophy^ 
physics and physical sclencefii tiology. law, politics, religion^ then news* 
paper language, etc. The entuo corpus contains over a million words and 
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19 dc^stgncd to supply sufficient data on high frequency phenomena and most 
productive norma in language. Clearly, low frequency structured and 
certain high frequency varlanta will not be aufflciently represented In the 
primary material and iupplementary samples wlU be needed. 

By it« composition and si^e» this corpus would meet the requlremeats of 
our Project, However, two main reasons have prevented us from taking the 
corpus of Professor Quirk' s Survey of English Usage i (1) The corpus Is not 
readUy accessible since it does not exist In printed form; (2) It is not designed 
for computer processing. Those were the two main reasons behind our de- 
cision to work with the American Brown corpus^ whose most serious drawbsck 
compared with Professor Quirk's corpus is that U does not cover the spoken 
lanj^age. 

13 

Thv Brown Corpus (short for the Standard Corpus of Present^Day English ) 
includes i»ol4,294 words in connected text of edited English prose published 
In the United States In the course of 196L All authors are - as far as it could 
be established * native speakers of American English. The material included 
In the corpus was published in the course of a single year, 1961, although 
Darts of it may have been wrtuen somewhat earlier. 

The corpus is composed of $oo samples, each containing about Z^ooo words. 

Each sampie begins at the beginning of the sentence, though not,nec4ssarily 

at the bt:ginnii>g of the para(ftat>h in the text from which it is taken; it ends 

4 ith the sentence In which the two thousan<^th word appears. That is why some 

samples have a iittle more and others a UtUe K'S^ ;han 2,ooo words. The 

14 

wer^^e sampie length ts 2.o2S. 6 words. 

The vorpus covers a wide range of styles and types of American prose. 
Poo'r. Is t;xctuderl bacause tt raises special linguistic problems different 
from those raised b;, proso^ Plays are ^^^o exclude<j because they do not 
rvorcsvnt reai writing but rather an lrr,a^*ined reprei^enuitlon of epeech. 
r'lctt'^n li, trrcluded^ but no sample contain. ti^ o^^^r 5o per v^Ai of dialogue 
nas h^vTi admitted. The samples hav^ *>een cuu^.vn for their representative 
' jaittios and not for ceriaf'i subjectively determined vaL*njS, 

Thy word 'standard' In the n:ime of the corpus does not mean a torpus of 
'StaufJard English'; tt simply indicates that the corpus can be used for 
<:omparatlve studies re<)uiring the same s- of data. It can also mean that 
the corpus is a convenient basis for the compilation and presentation of 
other sets of data in English and other languages, ^ 
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The »«l^tloa of the fieldt to be covered and the number of samples In dif<- 
ferent categories have necessarily depended on certain subjective and objec-* 
tive conditions. To s certain ejctent they depended on the material that could 
be found In the Brown Univeral^ snd Athenaeum (ProvifSence) Libraries and 
in the New Yoric Public Library. A list of the main categories to be Included 
was drawn at a meeting Brown Cniversl^ in February i963> In addition 
to the two chief editors. Professors N. Francis and H. Kuf^era, the meeting 
was alao attended by Professor E»Qulrk» the editor of the Lotulon corpue. 

The entire corpus Is divided in two main groups: 
U mformatlve prose (374 samples), 
2> imaginative proae (126 samples)* 

The first group has nine categories* The first three of them cover the press: 
(a) news stories (political sports, social, late news, tlnancial, cultural) 
from dailies (33 samples) and weeklies (11 samples)*- total 44 samples: (b) 
editorials and readers' letters tn dailies (19 samples) and weeklies (8 sam- 
ples; (c) reviews (books* theatre* music, ballet) from daily (14) and weekly 
(3j newspapers * total IT samples* Seventeen samples come from the field 
of religion; from books (T)» journals (6}» and studies (4)* Another category 
contains 36 samples from the field of skills and hobbies: two samples from 
books and 34 from journals and magazines^ The category of popular writings 
includes 48 samples (^3 from books snd 25 from magazines)* Serious 
writing* biographies* memoirs and similar texts include 75 camples (3S 
from books and 37 from periodicals}. Thirty samples are Included In the 
category various writings: 24 from government documets, 2 from fo>indatlon 
reports. 3 from industrial reports* and one each from college catalogues 
and Industry organs* The next category, most numerous after the press, 
is that of scientific and technical literet^ire (t)o samples): 12 from natural 
sciences, 5 from medicine* 14 from social sciences, 15 from political anf) 
legal science and education* 18 from the humanities, 12 from technology 
and engineering. 

tt would b<t difficult to contest the number of samples In different categories: 

numbers were fixed after a discussion in which each participant made 
his own proposals. Taken as a whole* the first section, that of Informative 
prose, covers all areas of human actlvi^ as they arc reflected in written 
texts. And the ratios between the number of samples in different categories 
could hardly be different* The heavy emphasis given to the press (98 ssmples) 
is a reflection of the Importance attached to the reaU:uitlons of language in 
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dftily And weekly newspstp^rs. The second most numeroui field is that of 
science, with 80 Mmples 2nd ^^ith all fields of science and engineering re* 
presented. Since scientific ani' technical language is perhaps less varied 
than the language of other forn.s of Informstive writing, the nutnber of 
samples included in the corpus seems quite sufficient. With other categories 
of writing it is not easy to find objective criteria that would determine the 
number of examples. It could be said in conclusion that the wide range of 
fields from which samples have been taken is a reasonable guarantee that 
no important human activi^ of which written record exists has been omitted^ 

Comparing the number of samples In the first section (374) with that of the 
second (126), one notes that the ratio iff 3 : 1, which would mean that the 
language of Informative prose !■ thought to be three times as important for 
linguistic analysis as that of literary prose. When oae remembers that the 
main source of material for linguistic Investlg^iions In the past used to be 
belles Istres, one (tannot fall to appreciate the si^vilicance of tliis corpus 
and the novel approach that it Introduces iuto tne linguistic study od the 
English language. 

Even the composition of the second section, imaginative prose, is novel. 
The number of samples In different categories shows that no extra weight 
is given to fiction in the traditional sense of the word (i* e. novels and «hort 
stories). Besides, the section Includes three categories that have seldom 
teen used as sources of linguistic documentation. The division of imaginative 
'^r^^e Into tvc^es is rather original* The first category is that of general 
flcUon. represented by 29 samples (2o from novels and 9 from short stories). 
The same number of samples Is found in the next two categories^ adventures 
ancA westerns amples from novels and 14 from short stories). Then fol* 
I0V.S love pj^ose (15 samples from novels snd a from Rhort stories). TweQ^* 
fofir samples come from detective novels (2o) ^nd short stories (4)^ Science 
fiction is represented by 6 samples (3 from novels and 3 from short stories) 
?.nd humour by 9 satnples (3 from novels and 6 from essays and similaxt 
forms). 

This standard corpus of English hi now available on magnetic tape for com* 
puter processing. The text can be obtained by running the tape through the 
computer, which will print the entire text in its orthographic form. The 
text yfiill then have to be translated into Serbo-Croatian, since contrastive 
analysis ii done on the original text and tts translation. When the two ver* 
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tions arc thut obUlned» contrtttlve concordancet will be produced the 
computer^ mo thtt each English sentence It matched by Its Serbo'CroatUn 
transUtloD, For technical and financial reasons, It has be^n decided to 
shorten the Brown corpus by half» translate only this nalf» and prepare 
contrastlve concordances for lt» mstchlng every element of the English 
text with Its Serbo'Croatian translation equivalent. 

it was clear to us from the beginning that the contrastlve analysis of two 
languages^ (e.g. Serbo-Croatian find English) would require two corpora of 
equal si/e and composition which would be translated Into the respective 
languages. This would enable us to ^fxamlne each phenomenon In both 
languages from the point of view of Its translation. This Idea had to be 
given up» ^^wever» fc*" several reasons^ and It was eventually decided to 
work With only on^ corpus and Us translation* Obviously^ tho^ Brown Corpus 
and ^ts Serbo-CroatUn translation cannot provide all the elecnt^nts needed 
In tht^ analysis; wt; therefore plan to have another » control corput» which 
wUl be smaller^ and naturally less representative and "standard'*, than 
the shortened version of the Brown Corpus. It will consist of a f^w Serbo* 
-Croatian novels and their translations into English by native speakers of 
English. 

It m^y be friceresting to describe how wt; propos^e to shorten the Brown 
Corpus* One way would be to cut each sample in balf» thus hoping that the 
representativeness of the corpus will not be affected, However » it ^eeius 
to us that a 2,ooo word sample is the shortest possible sample If it ts to 
remain representative of the text from which it is taken. Another possible 
way would be to reduce the number of samples In categories and sub'^cate-' 
gories by half, hoping again that the main features of the corpus will re- 
main Intactt This would mean, for Instance, getting only 5 samples from 
dally newspapera and 2 from weeklies in the category '*press'\ sub*category 
'political news stor/' instead of the present lo and 4 samples respectlvel^v. 

In our shortening we do not follow eitht^r of theee principles. It has alread> 
been said that the London Corpus, which includes the tpokon language and 
plays, would be more suitable for our purpose than tho Brown Corpus, which 
does not contain materials from these sources. But the Brown Corpus does 
contain dialogues in narrative texts (when dialogues do not cover more than 
5o per cent of the total text) which are very us^fux for the kind ot work that 
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we are doing. An important objective of our Project iB to prepare new teaching 
mat4ri£tl3, and these must Include not only narratives but also dialogues* This 
is the reason why the shorten. rig of the Brown Corpus Is not done In ft linear 
f;i3hion but rather in such a Way that the iFamples containing dialogues are 
preserved in each case at the expense of other samples which are lesa suitable 
for the contrastive analyais of English and Serbo* Croatian afi v/e envisage it* 
(Some ^ the samples would be rather difficult to translate because of their 
^nitural backgrounds this is the case with certain sports texts* ) The category 
of readers^ letters to the editor will be kept as it stands because U comes 
perhaps clooest to the free style of expression that we need most in our corpus. 

The corpus thus abbreviated wUl then be translated into Serbo'Croat Ian* It 
luis already been said that both variants of Serbo-Croatian, eastern and western* 
-vill be represented in the translation and that translators will be engaged In 
all tnose centres from which Project members come^ One thirxl the corpus 
vi'til be translated in Belgrade, one third in Sarajevo, and one third in Zagreb. 
ll IS thus hoped that the Brown Corpus translation into Serbo-Croatian will 
liipplay the greatest possible number of features of all variants^ 

If it is found that our corpus, now consisting of the shortened Brown Corpus 
and Us regionally representative translation plus a smaller control corpus 
oS Serbo-Croatian texts and their English translations, fails to cover all 
^ispects of Serbo-Croatian, a separate analysis will be made of the aspects 
tHat have remained uncovered. This analysis will be made by a group of 
Serbo-Croatian scholars at Novl Sad led by Professor Pavie tvi^. 

On thtf basis of this corpuSr processed by IBM 35o computer In the Zagreb 
MunRipa) Con^puter Centre, vie" shall obtain contrastive concordatKes of 
cVLTv smgle elcm'^nt of the English language and Its Serbo* Croatian trans* 
;£tUon. Equivalence will be the mam criterion for the selection of structures 
:^^r ^^ntrasting or comp£trison. p^tlreo texts and their components will be 
r-tf4ar Jed as t^iuivalent when they have been translated from one language 
:nto other. 
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NOTES 

( 1) R. FUipovi^: Jug08lAven«ki projekt za kontraatlvnu anallzu srpakolirvat- 
skog i engleskog jezika. Organlzaclja i zadaci projekta.* (The Yugoslav 
Contraative Aniily«i« E^roject " Serbo-Croatian and English* The Orga* 
nizaUon and Objectivea of the E^roject) Inftitut za lingvistlku Ftlozofekog 
fakulteta Sveu^Uldta u Zagrebu, Zagreb, 1968, 16 pp» 

(2) tUFUipovl^E **ZaSto ' kontraattvna' analixa?** (Why * contradtive'analysU^ ) 
2tvt j^iicU Belgrade, X, 1968, ppa-5. 

FUlpovi^; **Uloga kontraftivne analiie u llngvtatiSkom tstraiivanju** 
(The role of contraftive analyfia In linguistic research), Filolo5kl pre^led , 
Belgrade, VI, 1-2, 1968, pp, 1-U, 

(3) The firat aemlnar for Project members was held in Za^eb, April 1 - 3, 

1967. Eight papers were read, moat of them dealing with the methods of 
Engliah - Serbo-Croatian contrastlve analysis. 

(4) Ivt^; 'Osnoviii problemi mi^toda u nadem radu * (The main methodologi^ 
cal problems In cur work}. The paper wlU be published in Project publi- 
cations and will be entitled "Nekollko reSi o prcblemima metoda** (Some 
method ologica Lr e marks}. 

(5) Jb, 

(6) R. Fillpovi^: ''Contrastive Analysis of Serbo-Croatian and English'', 
SRAZ, Zagreb, 23, 1967, pp,5-27 

(7) R. FUtpovl^: *'PedagoSka primjena kcntrastivne analize" (Peilagogic ap* 
plications of contrastive analysis), PedagoSki rad, Zagreb, XXIV, 3-4, 
1969, pp. 138-145 

(8) I do not wish to discuss the different forms of this method, broad or 
narrow. Cp. Items (6) and (7). 

(9) R, Filipovl^: "Contrastive Analysis of English and Serbo-Croatian" (a 
detailed description of the Project and plan of work), 

(10) The meeting was held at Novi Sad, November 17 and 18„1&67, 

(11) R, Quirk: "Towards a Description of English Usage*', Transactions of 
the Philological Society , Blackwell, Ojtford, 1961, pp. 4o-tii. 

R. Quirk: "On English Usage** J Journal of the Rojrat Society of Arts, 114, 
London, 1966, pp. 837-oU 

(12) Several atudles have already been prepared on the basis of this corpus: 

(a} R.Quirkt *'Deacriptlve Statement and Serial Relationship**, Language , 
41, 1965. 

(b} R. Quirk: **Types of Deviance In English Sentences" , in A Common 
Purpose^ ed. J- R- Squire, Champaign, UL . 1966. 



37 



- 46 - 



(c) A* Duckworth: "Co-eiclatlng Negative Preterite Forms of Dare '\ 
Language and Society^ Copeiihagen> 1961* 

(d) A^PtDuckwortA, J»Sv«krtvlk» &nd others: ''Studies In the Correspond- 
ence of ProBodic to Grammatical Features In English'*, Procoedtngg 
of the Klnth Intoriitational Congress of Linguists, Mouton, The Hague, 

\m: — 

(e) J. Svartvlki Qn Voice in the English Verb , Mouton, The Hague, 1966* 

(f) D. Crystal *t R. Quirk: Systems of Prosodic and ParalinguieUc 
Features in English, Mouton, The Hague* il^b4. 

Ig) R.Qulrk £t J. Mulholland: "Complex Prepositions and Related Sequences" » 
English Studies , 44, 1964. 

(h) R. Quirk & Crystal: "On Scales of Contrast In Connected English 
Sp<,'ech'\ In Memory of J, R. Firth, Longmans, London, 1966* 

to R* Quirk J.Svartvtk: Investtgatlng Linguistic Acceptabiltty , Mouton^ 
The Hague, 1966. 

ii) H. T. Carveli & J. Svartvik: Computational Experiments In Grammatical 
Classification , Mouton, The Hague, 

M 0. Crystal ^ D. Davy: Investigating English Style , Longmans* London. 

(I) Quirk; "Acceptability In Language", Proceedings of the Philosophical 
Society , Univ. of Newcastle. 

(13) The main information on the sources for this corpus can be found In W. N. 
Francis, Maimal of Information to Accompany A Standard Sample of 
P rcsent'Oay Edited American English for Use wUh~DlgttarComputerS h 
&tipartment of LLnguUtLc3, Br^^n University* Providence, Rhode island , 

[M) \Vh(,ro\er the number ^ver 2, ooo wot^B, the surplus material t& retained. 
Because of some computational .-^is^akes, 15 samples have between l,99o 
ind 1, $99 word:;, and 3 samples have under 1, 99o words, 

Ori^ "^Z.^^. reasons Tor describing this corpus m such detail is tlist it might 
htilp vOgosla*- Un^Ailsts in proparW a standard corpus of Serbo-Croatian 
^'^r future hrigui^tic; Lrv^^stigationSi \*o standard corpus of (his kind has so 
far bo^n \is<?d in ^ntir? Serbo-Croatian iframmars. 

{l^} iome stacKb have alr^;^dy be^n made on this corpus. Ct\ H, Kufera & 

W.N Francis, <^ompu tat tonal Analysis c>f Present-Day Amertcan English, 
Brown Umversity PrWijs, Providence, RhoiJe~lsl3<^d,~foGV. 

(IT) It should be remember ««l that Prof^sso; QuUk'a London Corptis contains 
samples of at least 5, ooo words. 
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